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My company, Superior iNET, provides fixed wireless broadband service in South Central

Nebraska. We rely primar.ly on unlicensed spectrum to deliver broadband services to

cons.umers lhat have no [or few] broadband choices, We built our network from scratch using

devices authorized under Part 15 rules the FCC adopted "to open up 900 MHz, 2.4 GH~ and 5 GHz
spectrum for unlicensed broadband devices. Thanks to the Commission's initiatives, consumers

in Soulh Central Nebraska can now get broadband service.

Superior iNET is very interested in utiljzing televis.ion white spaces so that we can

improve service by offering more bandwidth. The TV Whites-pace spectrum will offer improved

foliage penetration and range resulting in our ability to delivery more bandwidth to meet the

upcoming demalld increases. We are committed to deploying service in this band as SOOn as

equipment for point-to-multipoint service is commercially available,

t am pleased that the FCC will be acting on TV white space petitions for reconsideration
in the near future, There are several proposals that would help us to deploy service:

First, the FCC should allow WISPs to operate using base station antennas mounted

higher than 30 meters., and we should be aHowed to install customer antennas (CPE) at heights

below 10 meters. If we could incre,He our base station antenna height to 100 meters, we could
cover tnree times more area with a base station and reduce our equipment, {ower acquisition
and tower lease fees by a large amount· ~m amoun( thal could be the difference between

deploying or not deploying in an area, We support the WISPA and Motorola proposals to

increase base station height. By removing any minimum CPE height restrictions, we would not

have to put tall maSlS 00 residences and we would be <lble to provide sen,lice at a lower cost

Second, we believe we should be allowed to operate with power in excess of 4 Watts
EIRP in rural areas. As is the case with tower height, oper;J~ing with higher power will give us a

greater coverage area and we willnol need to spend as much money on infrastructure.
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_ Third, we are very concerned about a proposal made by some to waste white space
spectrum ror licer"lsed poil"1t-10-point wireles.s backhaul. Not only would adopting this proposal
lake six chat"lt"lels (36 MHz) and pe(haps more channels away from us, but WISPs also would

have to protect thE:'~c licensed links, Moreover, channels and 'l(eas far beyond the links would
be blocked becaus.e the signals from the licensed links would overshoot the p<lth and the
endpoints. We also would not deploy if a licensed point-to-point user could come <llong later
and put US out of business with a licensed link, We support the views expressed by WISPA in
their September 8 ~etter and ask the FCC to reject the FiberTower proposal.
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